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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

2. Claims 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 15-18 are drawn to functional descriptive material NOT claimed as residing 
on a computer readable medium. MPEP 2106.IV.B.1(a) (Functional Descriptive 
Material) states: 

"Data structures not claimed as embodied in a computer-readable medium are 
descriptive material per se and are not statutory because they are not capable of causing 
functional change in the computer." 

"Such claimed data structures do not define any structural or functional interrelationships 
between the data structure and other claimed aspects of the invention which permit the data 
structure's functionality to be realized." 

Claim 15-18, while defining a computer program, does not define a "computer- 
readable medium" and is thus non-statutory for that reasons. A computer program, 
which can range from paper on which the program is written, to a program simply 
contemplated and memorized by a person. The examiner suggests amending the 
claims to recite, " A computer readable medium storing a computer program for 
augmenting a printer driver, comprising computer-readable program code..." in order to 
make the claim statutory. 

"In contrast, a claimed computer-readable medium encoded with the data structure 
defines structural and functional interrelationships between the data structure and the computer 
software and hardware components which permit the data structure's functionality to be 
realized, and is thus statutory." - MPEP 21 06. IV. B. 1(a) 
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Examiner Notes 

Examiner cites particular paragraphs, columns and line numbers in the 
references as applied to the claims below for the convenience of the applicant. Although 
the specified citations are representative of the teachings in the art and are applied to 
the specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures may apply 
as well. It is respectfully requested that, in preparing responses, the applicant fully 
consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part of the claimed 
invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art or disclosed 
by the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C.102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or 
in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for 
patent in the United States. 

4. Claims 1-5, 10, 12, 14-16, 18-20, and 22 and is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Kemp el al., US 2003/0200427. 

Re claim 1, Kemp et al. discloses a method for augmenting a printer driver (see 
paragraphs 45-47), comprising: providing a GUI (user interface, see figures 2-3, 7-8; 
paragraph 13) for selecting at least one plug-in module (see S904, figure 9; paragraph 
76) (also see figure 2-10); and dynamically adding (installing) the at least one plug-in 
module to the printer driver (see S905-S910; paragraphs 75-78). 
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Re claim 2, Kemp et al. further discloses the adding (installing or entering) of the 
at least one plug-in module comprises copying at least one plug-in DLL file (dynamic 
link library file) to a printer system folder (system memory) (see paragraph 75-78 and 
paragraph 19 & 51-52, note that "the device driver module and the driver plug-in module 
are each preferably comprised of a dynamic link library file", hence it is apparent that for 
adding new plug-in module to the existing print driver of printer, the plug-in files in the 
form DLL get copied into the system folder of the printer). 

Re claim 3, Kemp et al. further discloses the adding of the at least one plug-in 
module comprises checking compatibility (checking if plug-in module is supported) of at 
least one plug-in DLL file with the printer driver (see figures 6A-6B; paragraphs 70-72, 
note that the found plug-in is checked to see if it is supported (compatible) with the 
interface of existing printer driver, and if it is than it gets sent (S613-S614) and 
eventually appears as available in S903 for further processing as shown in figure 9. 
Also, see paragraphs 18-19 and note that "the device driver module and the driver plug- 
in module are each preferably comprised of a dynamic link library file", hence it is 
apparent that the DLL files of the plug-in are checked for compatibility (supportiveness) 
with the interface of printer driver). 

Re claim 4. Kemp et al. further discloses the adding of the at least one plug-in 
module comprises the at least one plug-in module installing itself (see paragraph 76, 
note that plug-in can be selected automatically (without user interaction), and if at S906 
it is also determined by the process flow that no pre-plug-in exists (without user 
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interaction) then in this case, the process flow will jump to S910, and plug-in module will 
be installed itself (automatically, without any user interaction). 

Re claim 5, Kemp et al. further discloses the adding of the at least one plug-in 
module comprises adding at least one registry entry (see paragraphs 75-78). 

Re claim 10, Kemp et al. further discloses providing a GUI (user interface, see 
figures 2-3, 7-8; paragraph 13) by which a user selects at least one plug-in module (see 
S904, figure 9; paragraph 76, note that selection can be manual by a user) (also see 
figures 2-10); and removing (deleting) the at least one plug-in module from the printer 
driver (see paragraphs 77-78, note that "in step S906, it is determined whether a pre-existing 

plug-in module has already been registered in registry 41 which is of the same type, or same name, 
as the selected plug-in module. If so, flow passes to step S907 in which the user of computer 10 is 
notified of the situation, and it is then determined in step S908 whether the user has instructed to 
proceed with installation of the selected plug-in module by replacing, or renaming, the pre-existing 
plug-in module. If the user opts for replacement (or renaming), flow passes to step S909 in which the 

pre-existing plug-in module is deleted or renamed, as the case maybe'). 

Re claim 12, Kemp et al. further discloses the at least one plug-in module is 
stored at a remote storage (server 30's fixed disk) on the network (see paragraphs 42, 
and 53). 

Re claim 14, Kemp et al. further discloses the adding of the at least one plug-in 
module comprises adding at least one GUI (user interface) tab for the added (detected) 
at least one plug-in module (see figures 7-8 & 10; paragraph 80). 
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Re claim 15, claim 15 recites identical features, as claim 1, except claim 15 
merely deals with executing the method of claim 1 on a computer Thus, arguments 
made for claim 1 are applicable for claim 15. 

Re claim 16, claim 16 recites identical features, as claims 2, 3, and 5, except 
claim 16 merely deals with executing the method of claims 2, 3, and 5 on a computer. 
Thus, arguments made for claims 2, 3, and 5 are applicable for claim 16. 

Re claim 18, claim 18 recites identical features, as claim 12, except claim 18 
merely deals with executing the method of claim 12 on a computer. Thus, arguments 
made for claim 12 are applicable for claim 18. 

Re Claim 19, claim 19 recites identical features, as claim 1, except claim 19 is an 
apparatus claim. Thus, arguments made for claim 1 are applicable for claim 19. 

Re Claim 20, claim 20 recites identical features, as claims 2, 3, and 5, except 

r 

claim 20 is an apparatus claim. Thus, arguments made for claims 2, 3, and 5 are 
applicable for claim 20. 

Re Claim 22, claim 22 recites identical features, as claim 12, except claim 22 is 
an apparatus claim. Thus, arguments made for claim 12 are applicable for claim 22. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
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said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

6. Claims 6-9, 11, 17, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being 
unpatentable over Kemp el al., US 2003/0200427 in view of Nguyen el al., US 
6,825,941. 

Re claim 6, Kemp fails to further disclose that the adding of the at least one plug- 
in module comprises heap-allocating and initializing at least one private devmode 
structure. 

However, Nguyen et al. discloses that the adding of the at least one plug-in 
module to the printer driver (see column 5, lines 7-30; column 8, lines 4-25; column 9, 
line 10 - column 10, line 60) comprises heap-allocating (allocating memory heap) (see 
column 20, line 20 - column 21, line 60) and initializing at least one private devmode 
structure (see column 14, line 65-column 21, line 60). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention to include the extensible driver architecture of Nguyen et al. into the 
extensible device driver of Kemp et al. for the benefit of allowing "OEM's to plug in special 
code for customizing the ill, bitmap handling, font and text processing, and general printer 
control ...utilizing "a flexible modular architecture which allows enhancements to the driver to 
be implemented to provide better support for more varieties of output devices, and to improve 
the output quality, ease of use and performance without the necessity for redesign 11 as taught 
by Nguyen at column 3, lines 20-47. 
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Re claim 7, Kemp fails to further disclose the heap is a private devmode area 
following a public devmode area. 

However, Nguyen et al. discloses the heap is a private devmode area following a 
public devmode area (see column 14, line 65-column 21, line 60). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention to include the extensible driver architecture of Nguyen et al. into the 
extensible device driver of Kemp et al. for the benefit of allowing 11 OEM's to plug in special 
code for customizing the ill, bitmap handling, font and text processing, and general printer 
control . . . utilizing "a flexible modular architecture which allows enhancements to the driver to 
be implemented to provide better support for more varieties of output devices, and to improve 
the output quality, ease of use and performance without the necessity for redesign 11 as taught 
by Nguyen at column 3, lines 20-47. 

Re claim 8, Kemp fails to further disclose the heap is fixed size. 

However, Nguyen et al. discloses the heap (memory) is fixed size (see column 
38, lines 40-62). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 

time the invention to include the extensible driver architecture of Nguyen et al. into the 

extensible device driver of Kemp et al. for the benefit of allowing "OEM's to plug in special 
code for customizing the ill, bitmap handling, font and text processing, and general printer 
control ...utilizing "a flexible modular architecture which allows enhancements to the driver to 
be implemented to provide better support for more varieties of output devices, and to improve 
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the output quality, ease of use and performance without the necessity for redesign" as taught 
by Nguyen at column 3, lines 20-47. 

Re claim 9, Kemp fails to further disclose each of the at least one private 
devmode structure corresponds to each of the at least one plug-in module added, each 
of which implements an optional feature selected from the group consisting of feature 
sets, Page Description Languages (PDLs), and Renders. 

However, Nguyen et al. discloses each of the at least one private devmode 
structure corresponds to each of the at least one plug-in module added (see column 14, 
line 65-column 21, line 60), each of which implements an optional feature selected from 

■ 

the group consisting of feature sets, Page Description Languages (PDLs) (i.e. PCL), 
and Renders (see column 3, lines 20-37; column 8, lines 4-25; note that the architecture 
of Nguyen is very extensible and makes it implement new features including supporting 
PCL commands). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention to include the extensible driver architecture of Nguyen et al. into the 
extensible device driver of Kemp et al. for the benefit of allowing "OEM's to plug in special 
code for customizing the Ul, bitmap handling, font and text processing, and general printer 
control . . . utilizing "a flexible modular architecture which allows enhancements to the driver to 
be implemented to provide better support for more varieties of output devices, and to improve 
the output quality, ease of use and performance without the necessity for redesign" as taught 
by Nguyen at column 3, lines 20-47. 
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Re claim 1 1 . Kemp fails to further disclose the removing of the at least one plug- 
in module comprises deallocating at least one private devmode structure. 

However, Nguyen et al. discloses the removing (replacing) of the at least one 
plug-in module (plug-in nodes) comprises deallocating (disposing) at least one private 
devmode structure (heap, note that devmode structures are allocated in the memory 
heap) (see column 20, lines 20-37; column 16, lines 42-63). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention to include the extensible driver architecture of Nguyen et al. into the 
extensible device driver of Kemp et al. for the benefit of allowing "OEM's to plug in special 
code for customizing the ill, bitmap handling, font and text processing, and general printer 
control ...utilizing "a flexible modular architecture which allows enhancements to the driver to 
be implemented to provide better support for more varieties of output devices, and to improve 
the output quality, ease of use and performance without the necessity for redesign 11 as taught 
by Nguyen at column 3, lines 20-47. 

Re claim 17, claim 17 recites identical features, as claim 6, except claim 17 
merely deals with executing the method of claim 6 on a computer. Thus, arguments 
made for claim 6 are applicable for claim 17. 

Re Claim 21, claim 21 recites identical features, as claim 6, except claim 21 is an 
apparatus claim. Thus, arguments made for claim 6 are applicable for claim 21. 

7. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Kemp el 
al., US 2003/0200427 in view of Nakao, US 2002/0035941. 
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Re claim 13, Kemp et al. further discloses the adding of the at least one plug-in 
module comprises checking at least one registry entry (registry 41) for at least one 
added (registered) plug-in module (see figure 9; paragraphs 77-78); and copying at 
least one DLL file corresponding (relating) to the at least one plug-in module (plug-in 
module is comprised of DLL files (as explained above, earlier), hence DLL files relate to 
plug-in module) from a server (server 30) to a client (computer 10) (see paragraph 42). 

Kemp fails to explicitly disclose copying at least one file corresponding to the 
added at least one plug-in module from a server to a client 

However, Nakao discloses copying at least one file corresponding to the added 
at least one module from a server to a client (see paragraphs 67-68, note that if there 
has been change in the registration settings file (i.e. change also could be due to a 
addition of a module, for instance), then upon user's request, the updates are 
downloaded from the server to the client corresponding to the change (i.e. added 
module)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention to include the data processing apparatus of Nakao into the extensible 
device driver of Kemp et al. for the benefit of "registering print-settings on a printer driver 
which is a software for controlling a printer" as taught by Nakao at paragraph 1 . 
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Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Pawandeep S. Dhingra whose telephone number is 
571-270-1231. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 9:30-7:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Twyler Lamb can be reached on 571-272-7406. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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